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UNITED STATES

NUct. EAR REGULATORY CoMM!s0!CN \
AIN FO RM ATI O N R E P O RT (SECY-79-4June 21, 1979

For: The Comissioners

From: James R. Shea, Director
Office of International Programs

#Thru: Executive Director for Operations

Subject: STAFF MEETINGS WITH EURATOM AND DOE REPRESENTATIVES

Purpose: To inform the Commission of recent discussions with Euratom and
Department of Energy representatives on export matters, and of a pendin
Comission briefing by DOE.

Discussion: Euratom Meeting

Mr. Jan B. Mennicken, Director-General of the Euratcm Supply
Agency, accompanied by Michael Goppel and Joseph Marchal of
the Washington office of the Delegation of the Euratom Communi-
ties, met with the staff on March 16 to discuss the impact of
U.S. export policies on Euratom nuclear facilities.

.

Mr. Mennicken opened the discussion with the observation that,
for one reason or another, Euratom continues to experience diffi-
culties in obtaining U.S. export licenses for nuclear materials.
This, he explained, has not seriously jeopardized reactor opera-
tions as yet, but the uncertainty of timely supply disrupts
tight industrial schedules, adversely affects the productio.1
chain, especially the conversion and fabrication sequences,
causes employee layoffs and increases costs. He stated that
the Euratom customers were angry with the frequent disruptions
and it is becoming more difficult for those in Euratom to ex-
plain the reasons for delays. Mr. Mennicken observed that,
immediately after the passage of the NNPA, Euratom and its
customers expected improvements in the licensing process, but
unexpected U.S. demands for additiona~ information, such as
written physical security assurances and facility attachment
information, have arisen to further complicate the licensing
process. Because Euratom's capability to react to such demands
is legally and politically restricted, it takes time for the
organization to react to U.S. requests and he asked that the
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R. Neal Moore (492-7984)
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U.S. keep this fact in mind and provide more advance warning
in the future to enable Euratom to respond to any new problems.

Mr. Mennicken pointed out that the need for predictable sup-
plies of highly enriched uranium was of particular concern. He
said that while Euratom has the capability to produce low en-
riched uranium to meet much of its needs, the, Community is
100% dependent upon the U.S. for its highly enriched uranium
for the time being. He added that this does not mean that the
Community has immediate plans to enrich HEU but that he was
emphasizing their dependence on the U.S. and the need for an
assured, stable supply.

Following his opening remarks Mr. Mennicken posed several ques-
tions. (1) Would it be possible for the NRC to permit routine
reload licenses for HEU in the same manner that it does for LEU
reloads? (2) Can Euratom expect delays in or cessation of li-
censing in the future for lack of facility attachments covering
100% of Euratom facilities? (3) Can Euratom expect further NRC
holdups even if the President exempts the Community from the
NNPA requirements under Criteria 4 and 5 on March 10, 1980?

The staff responded that topics such as these should be the
subject of continuing review since it was generally agreed that
it was not possible to provide definitive answers at this time.
The staff observed, however, that the sensitive nature of HEU
made it unlikely that major HEU exports would be handled as routine
reloads for the foreseeable future. As for the Facility At-

tachment question, the Euratom delegation was advised of the
Commission's concern that these be completed at the earliest
possible time, and while it was unlikely that export licensing
would cease for lack of 100% coverage, we could not rule out
the possibility of future questions in this area if F.A.'s are
not completed reasonably soon. The staff could not predict
what future action the Commission might pursue with respect to
Euratom's question number 3 concerning a possible Presidential
exemption from Criteria 4 and 5; however, the Executive Branch's
views in this matter would be of major importance.

On a related subject Mr. Mennicken referred to the licensing of
components by the NRC, particularly licensing of zirconium tubes.
He asked to know at what point in the fabrication process the
zirconium tubing became subject to NRC licensing requirements
and, consequently, to the prohibition of retransfer without
prior U.S. approval . He indicated that the answer to this
question could well determine whether Euratom would continue to
obtain extruded tubing from the U.S. or develop an independent
manufacturing capability to extrude zirconium in Europe. The
staff agreed to provide a follow-up response to this question.
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(Mr. Mennicken's question on tubing is probably a continuation
of a similar question previously raised in regard to U.S.
tubing containing non-U.S. natural uranium being fabricated into
fuel assemblies in the FRG and shipped to Argentina for the
Atucha-I reactor. A U.S. right of retransfer approval in this
case would carry with it the right of veto over retransfer of
the spent fuel from Argentina and, consequently, of reprocessing
outside Argentina. In this instance, involving a Commerce li-
cense, the U.S. requested consultative discussions with the
FRG on the disposition of spent fuel in U.S. origin tubes, but
both the FRG and Argentina resisted and the request was dropped.
On that occasion the FRG threatened to obtain a non-U.S.
source for tubing.)

In the staff's view the comments and questions presented by
Mr. Mennicken, and by Mr. Jaspert of the Euratom Supply Agency
in his February 9 visit (Secy 79-245), reflect a growing dis-
satisfaction within the European community over U.S. require-
ments and policies which are perceived as erratic, disruptive
and restrictive. The underlying implication may well be an
increased shift from reliance upon the U.S. as a supplier of
special nuclear material and nuclear equipment to greater
European independence.

Department of Energy Meeting

Concern over this growing independence and its effect on DOE
sales of enriched uranium was expressed by DOE staff on April 4
during a briefing on the status of U.S. enrichment contracts.
On that date Clark Huffman from the DOE Oak Ridge Operations
Office and Art Boudreau, DOE, Washington, with other DOE staff
members, presented a discussion on the, terms and conditions of
the uranium toll enrichment contracts. NRC offices represented
at this meeting included IP, FLD, OGC, and OPE. Materials
presented by DOE at the April 14 meeting are at attachment A.

~

DOE has advised that Requirements-type contracts for the
Philippsburg-2, the Biblis-A, and the Wuergassen reactors have
been terminated by Euratom since February, 1979. DOE comments
that a decision to terminate a Requirements contract in favor
of another supplier, as is the case in each of these three
instances, is quite surprising, since the terms and conditions
of the U.S. Requirements Contract are very favorable to the
customer and are not matched by any other supplier. According
to DOE the rationale given by Euratom for the terminations was
based on " security of supply" and the adverse effect that the
NNPA is perceived to have on the certainty of the schedule for
obtaining an export license. These three terminations bring
to 8 the number of foreign contracts terminated since June 1,
1978; additional terminations are considered possible in the
future.
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The staff has received many complaints and comments from
other foreign sources, as well as from many domestic sources
involved in the export process, which substantiate the con-
cerns expressed by Mr. Mennicken and those reflected by the
DOE personnel. While there are, undcubtedly, a number of
reasons supporting the action of foreign trading partners
(for example, the strong desire of EURATOM nations to util-
ize the excess capacity at European enrichment facilities,
which has ben pointed to by EURATOM representatives as the main
factor in U.S. contract cancellations), it appears that U.S.
export policy is a significant influencing factor in foreign
customer decision.

During the April 4 meeting the DOE staff offered to present
a short briefing to NRC on the problems faced by DOE in
retaining foreign enrichment customers. This offer was
formalized on May 15 in a letter from William Voigt, Director,
Office of Uranium Resources and Enrichment. DOE, to Mr. Lee
Gossick (copy enclosed at Attachment B).*

Coordination: ELD has no legal objection.

h ,
Directo

-

James nea,
Offic of International Programs

As stated

DISTRIBUTION:
Commissioners
Commission Staff Offices
Executive Director for Operations
Secretariat

ISECY NOTE: Arrangements have been made for a Commission briefing on
July 5,1979.
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Ambassador Gerard Smith ". * @
Department of Stata
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S/AS - Rocca 6333 g

Washington, D. C. 20520 y
_

(gj
_

g

Dear Mr. Ambassador:

Pursuant to our anecti.ng, I asa pleased to be sending you the corketing
package that the Office of Uranium Resources and Enrichment is deploy-
ing worldwide. It contains brief su:maries of our activities mod capa-
bilities in the enrichment area. The package was principally prepared
in order to counter the aggressive ensrketi.ng afforts of our European
competitors with U.S. and non-U.S. customers. It would be our pleasure
to provide you with additional infortsation on our enrichet activitier
if yoc so desire.

I would also like to call to your attention an area of potential prob-
1eos, falling not only on this office, bot more so on the Government
of the United States. The problems concern our foreign customers' per-
ception of the U.S. capacity to effectively deliver the product to our
cus tocer s . Specifically, I am making reference to a trend which may
be starting whereby foreign purchasers are terminating their contracts
with the Department of Energy, due primarily to castceers ' objections
to U.S. non-proliferation criteria an.d uncertaintier regarding the
tiecly issuance of export licenses. I-[ '
A specific case in point concerns the Eadenverk/EYS utilities in Germany *

Iand their Philippsburg 2 Reactor. In October 1971, the Euratoca Supply
Agency signed a Requirecents contract with the Atomic Energy Ccrsaission

- the supply of fuel for the Philippsburg 1 and 2 Reactors, each with i

a .-lanned rating of 864 We. Later, as the plans becanc firm, the second
unit's capacity was increased to 1253 We. The utility then requested
a Imrger fuel anpply, but the AEC's supply capacity had been folly coa-
mitted by then, so the Eade:arert Utility was held to the 364 We. The
contract was for 0.84 millica NU's of enrichment services to be deliv-
ered frcxa 1982 through 1990 with a value of approxirately $75 million
in FY 1980 dollars.
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On February 21, 1979, the Badenwerk Utility terminated the Philippsburg
2 portion of their ccatract with DOE and gave the insecurity of supply

, as the principal reason. The decision to terminate a DOE Requirements
- contract in favor of entering into a contract with another supplier (as

_

3adeoverk is doing) is quite surprising, since the terms and conditions ;
of our Requirements contract are very favorable to the customer and are
not matched by any other supplier. It even alloaed termination without .

penalty to the purchaser if the action were taken some 31s years prior ~

,

| to delivery. The Badenverk Utility exercised this option in accordance *

t with the appropriate schedule.

i

, Two weeks ago, representatives from the Badenverk Utility, as well as
; representatives from Earatom, came to Washington to explain the rationale

for the Utilities Corporation decision. As the conversation ensued, the
representatives from the Federal Eepublic of Germany stressed that they

| were extremely pleased with the quality of the product, the timeliness
of deliveries, the terms and conditions of the contract, and the price

| pe r SW. They further reiterated the decision to terminate was based
j on what they tarned " security of supply," meaning their lack of con-

g fidace not in the U.S. ability to prodnee the enriched uranica on the
desired tiane schedule, bat in their ability to obtain a lice:4e to
export the material. They pointed out that licensing approval is
required from a number of branches of the U.S. Coverncent outside DOI,
including the Departments of State, Defense and Coccerce, the Arns
Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Nuclear Regula tory en,,i selon,
and that nuclear fuel needed by their reactors could be held up by any
one party in this long chain. They pointed out that indiscretionary
action such as political changes affecting export licensing is tanta-
sount to a breach of contract. They, as a utility organization,
entered into an agreement with the United States and the U.S. Covern-
ment was obligated to meet its coacmitment. They went on to say that
the terms and conditions of the non-proliferation treaty were meant,

to be applied between nations and not to a utility, as their purpose
was to provide electric power and not ecclear bombs.

The representatives frcze Germany had no hesitation to point out that
they were quite willing to purchase fuel elsewhere in the world mar-
kat, noder an snoured delivery schedule and even at a prica above
tha t o f the United S ta t e s in a s:a rke t tha t ha s a surplu s of SWU 's .
Ve have learned that they have even entered into a contractual arrange-
acnt to purchase SWU's from the Soviet Union as well as from URENCO.
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I In su::xnary, I believe that they are giving us a serious warning We
', still have 17 enrichment contracts with care.any, representing about -

| 41.5 billion in future sales. The total number of enrichment con-
! tracts with all foreign custcoers is 129, and these represent $13

| billica in future revenues for the U.S. It is clearly izaportant for
i us to r.ake a serices affort to avert further contract ters:inations

and loss of revenues.,

The Office of Uranium Resources and Enrichment vaald appreciate your
support and any suggestions you may have 1.n working to alleviate ecca
of the ecnflict and barriers which asist among the various Coverixaent
De par tmen ts. We would like to continue on with our u.arketing activi-

| ties so as to cocaply with the April 1977 Presidentimi ecz:anitment to
prove to tha world that the United States is a reliabla source of

! nuclear fuel to those countries who will join as in the non-prolifera-
tion endeavors.

'
Sincarely,

MTGINAL SIGF5) BT
W. R. VOIGT, JR.,

Willina 1. Voigt. Jr., Director
Office of Uranium Resources

and Enrichment
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C0ti!RACTS TER!Irl/.TED

Since June 1, 1978

Contract Termina tion Value'

Type MWE Date ($ Millions)
United States

. . . ,

o i ....a. i.. e i

Jamespori.-l Long Island Lighting LIFC 1 150 .12/78 i. ',

Foreign

BASF Germany LTFC 770 6/78 100
'

llA!V1 Gennany , LTFC 1,100 12/78 170

VAllflUM Germany LTFC 1,211 1/79 150

PillLIPPSBURG-2 Germany; Regmt. 864 2/79 70

I LTFC 926 2/79 90
VALDECABALLEROS Spain

$690
,

.

POSSIBLE ADDITI0flAL TERMlflAT10tlS

! ilumber_ MWE Value

UnitedStAtes 6 6,776 $0.7 billion
Foreign 8 7,748 1.0 billion

:

a i
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POSSIBLE DOMESTIC C0tiTRACT TERMIflATI0 tis

Value . . ,
c i e,i .w i.' "i

Utility Reactor MWE S ta tu_s ($ Millions)

1. Ilouston Lighting Allen's Creek-2 1,150 Reactor cancelled $140

2. Omaha Public Pwr. Fort Calhoun-2 1,136 Reactor cancelled 120

3. Philadelphia Elec. Fulton-1 1,160 Reactor cancelled 120

4. Central Maine Sears Island 1,100 Coal instead of nuclear 120

5. Commonwealth Ed. Conm. Edison-1 1,150 Project postponed 120

6. Iowa P&L Vandalia 1,080 Project postponed 110

$ 730

.

to e

.

.

( ,'-J
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@ff POSSIBLE FOREIGft C0flTRACT TERMlflAT10fl5;j
NY
r Value gf,

Country Reactor MWE Status ($ liillions) .

..

,.

n$nt recIntd
f 1. Gennany* Biblis-A OlI9 1,150 Operating $ 215

|h
aj 2. Germany * Stade 630 Opera ting 75

- 3. Germany * Wuergassen 640 Operating 100

E ,

4 4. Germany Grohnde 1,286 Construction started, 110

,

completion delayed
'j

5. Germany fleupotz-A 1,235 Construction not started 120'

6. Thailand Ao Phai 623 Indefinite postponement 100
r
,.

f 7. Iran Ira n-1 1,092 Project uncertain 140

i
O 8. Iran Iran-2 1,092 Project uncertain 140

$1,000
t

* requirements contract
'

i4
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U. S. GOVERNMEllT CONTRACTUAL ARRAtlGEMEllTS
.

FOR Ef;;MCllED URAtilUM

1/60 12/70 6/73,

LEASE kb MNMhNdh)h __

ll/69 6/73
1il SiTo E%41MT

1/69 12/72 '

$d%lulREi1EtlTS ,<

.

9/73 10/711
'

LIFC _____________

Sut4MER 1978

AFC NX<M
PASSAGE OF PRIVATE

OWilERSillP ACT
August 26, 196'l

E C0tlTRACTuAL AHitAllGEMEllT OFFERED
.

[~] C0tlTINultlG C0t1 TRACT TERii
i I | | i l I I | | i | | I I I I I I I I

h[. 1960 1965 1970 .1975 1980
i s'

[$ CALErlDAR YEARS
c

_ . , . - . . . . _ . , , , . . . . , , , ,,
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STATUS OF SIGNED 'lVLI. ENRICllMEllT COflTRACTS

tluml>e r Number
at of

Contracto lloactora MWe

A. REQU1HEMEtlTS

1. Domestic 44 s37 74,767

46 MeUI2. Foreign M

Subtotal 02 133 T),230

H. FIXED COMMITilENT

1. Domestic 133 121 126,023

91 Hl.333
2. Foreign 91 -

Subtotal 222 212 207,356

TOTAI, ( REQUIREt4EtlTS AtID
FIXED COMMITHEtlT) 304 345 306,594

4

3-27-79

L.S
,

)
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FEATURES OF THE

REQUIREMENTS TYPE CONTRACT

e DESIGNATED END USE

O FACILITY'S REQUIREMENTS FOR ENRICHED URANIUM ARE TO BE PR0vtDr

e TERM OF CONTRACT

O UP To 30 YEARS FROM DATE OF SIGNING

o SEFARATIVE WORK CEILING

O TOTAL FOR IERM OF CONTRACT

O CUMULATIVE SY YEAR

e ENRICHING SERV 1CES CHARGES

O PUSLISHED PRICE OR CONTRACT CEILING WHICHEVER IS LESS
'

O 180 DAY NOTICE FOR PRICE CHANGE

o LEAD TIME FOR ORDER

O 180 DAYS IN ADVANCE OF PRODUCT DELIVERY

o IERMINATION PR0 VISIONS
~

O 3 1/2 OR 5 YEAR NOTICE, NO PENALTY

O UP To 40% WITHIN 5 YEARS

.

,
g' b8
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FEATURES OF
-

LONG-TERM, FIXED-COMMITMENT CONTRACT

e DESIGNATED END USE

e TERM OF CONTRACT

o UP TO 30 YEARS OF ENRICHING SERVICES

e ESTABLISHMENT OF REACTOR SIZE

o 200 MEGAWATT RANGE

e RESTRICTED DISTRIsuTION OF EXCESS MATERI AL

o ASSIGNMENTS WITH DOE CONSENT

o SALES 3Y CUSTOMER ALLOWED

e LEAD TIME FoR CONTRACT EXECUTION

o 8 YEARS 3EFORE NEED

. FIRM COMMITMENT PERIOD

c10 YEAR ROLLING PERIOD

e METHOD OF FIRMING UP COMMITMENT

o FIRST TEN YEARS FIRM

o ESTAELISH APPENDICES 30 DAYS AFTER CP APPLICATION on 4 YEARS
AFTER CONTRACT EXECUTION OR 6 YEARS PRIOR TO DELIVERY

e RESCHEDULING FLEXIEILITY

o DELAY IN WITHDRAWAt ONLY FOR RELOADS WHEN ISSUANCE OF

CONSTRUCTION PERMIT IS DELAYED

o FLEXI3ILITY IN QUANTITY OF PRODUCT

o APPENDIX C FOR MORE PRODUCT

o CHARGES FOR ENRICHING SERVICES

o 60 DAY NOTICE FOR PUBLICATION

e ADVANCED PAYMENTS REcu! RED

o IERMINATIoN CHARGES

o AS PuzLISHED IN FEDERAL REGISTER
OC,ZC O

1
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FEAIURES OF

ADJUSIABLE FIXED-COMMITMENI CONTRACI.

9 DESIGNATED END USE

o IERM OF CONTRACT .

o 10 TO 30 YEARS

o ESTABLISHMENT OF REACTOR SIZE
-

T

o 200 MEGAWATT RANGE

e RESTRICTED DISTRIsuTION OF EXCESS MATERIAL h

0 ASSIGNMENTS WITH DOE CONSENT

o SALES BY CUSTOMER ALLOWED-

o LEAD IIME FOR CONTRACT EXECUTION ,

o 6 TO 10 YEARS BEFORE NEED

o FIRM COMMITMENT PERIOD

o 5 YEAR ROLLINe PERIOD

3 METHOD OF FIRMING UP COMMITMENT .

o FIRST THREE YEARS FIRM

o VARI ATION ALL0wsD IN UTH AND STH YEAR

e RESCHEDutING FLEXI3ILITY

o CONSIDERATION IN FORM 0.= SCHEcuts ADJUSTMENT CHARGE FOR

POSTPONEMENT OF PRODUCT WITHDRAWAL

o FLEXIBILITY IN QUANTITY OF PRODUCT .

o VARIABLE IAILS ASSAY. OFTION

o IRANSACTION IAILS ASSAY LIMITED

o CHARGES FOR ENRICHING SERVICES

o 120 DAY NOTICE FOR PusLICATION

o CEILING ON SWU CHARGE

o ADVANCED PAYMENTS REcutaED

e IE?"INATION CHARGES

o AS PusLISHED IN FEDERAL REGISTER :a;;;;D

!



C
d)
(g

METilOD FOR FIRMING UP SEPARATIVE WORK REQUIREMENTS :1
~;
C2

_

b _

I F F 5

Q @ X X X Xil0 X120 E3 E2 E3 E4 E

m -

X X XI X110 X120 El E2 E3 E4 ESh> I F

4 _
_

X X X X110 X El E2 E3 E4 ES@ F I I 120Z
O__

- X X X1 10 xt20 X El E2 E3 E4 EsI F i20

o.

] @ - - X X X 20 X120 Xi 20 E E2 E E4 ESI 110 l 3

.- _ _ . -

i20 Xi20 Xi20 Xi20 El E2 E3 E4 Esh .- - - X110 Xu.

@ h - - - - Xt20 Xi20 Xi20 Xi20 Xt20 El E2 E3 E ES4

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1G 17

I-JULY 1 YEARS AFTER INITIAL FIRM-UP
FIRM-UP

'

X FIRM SWU COMMITMENT EA ESTIMATED SWU REQUIREMENTS,N

N DEGREE OF FIRMNESS NON-DINDING .

F FlXED A=NO, YEARS DEYOND FIRM COMMITMENT

VARIATION ALLOWED (% SWU) h YEARS UNTIL INITIAL WITHDRAWAL
h = ROLLING 5 YEAR PERIOD

- . - . - .
.-
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DELAY OF Tile INITIAL E|
c2

FIRM PERIOD (IDP) id
"

Cost (% oF A.P.)

0RIGINAL IDP 1 2 3 11 5 ---

ONE YEAR DELAY +1+ 1 2 3 II 5 20%

TWO YEAR DELAY ~ 2-+ 1 2 3 II 5 11 0 %

TilREE YEAR DELAY ~3~ .1 2 3 11 5 60%

1 l2 3 Il 5 80%IlFOUR YEAR DELAY
=:

.

.

1 2 3 II 5 100%'SFIVE YEAR DELAY
=:

NOTICE OF DELAY liUST BE RECEIVED IllREE MonTris Paion To luiiint Finn Ue.

'
, , . . . . . ,

--- ---
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APPENDIX "A"

TO

CONTRACT No. ________________

l. D g S QR IEllgN _Q E _E6C ILIIY _: _ _ __--------------------------------------b
e
-

A. THIS AGREEMENT APPLIES Io IHE Fottow1NG NUCLEAR GENERATING'.
'

UNIT OWNED AND OPERATED BY
: ENRI CHED -

____________________________________________________
URANIUM-FustED________________________________________________.-*

_________________ NUCLEAR POWER PLANT KNoWN AS _____________ _.
N:.___________________________________________________ ____

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

CRITICALITY Is EXPECTil___________, _________________________.

To OCCUR IN ________________ kND FutL POWER OPERATION IS PLANNL
BY _________________________.

3. IHIS CONTRACT SUPPLIES ENRICHMENT SERVICES ASSoCI ATED WITH ____

6RoSS MWE FoR IHE DESIGNATED FACILITY RATED AT ______ Gross MW

o p -. . , o
" ' ~ - "

A-1 .

,
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APPENDIX "A"

TO

CONTRACT NO. ________.._______

.-

.

"
2. ENRICHMENT SERVICES 8CHEDULE:

Ks UNITS OF SEPARATIVE WORK * DELIVERY DATE (FISCAL YEAR) |.
.

.

126,739 1985 (INITIAL CORE-SPARE FusL
AS3EMBLIES) -

170,356 1986 (INITIAL CORE-SPARE FUEL
ASSEMBLIES)

141,393 1987

125,193 1988
-

123,880 1989

..

* SEPARATIVE WORK SUBJECT TO ALLOWABLE VARIATIONS CONTAINED IN
ARTICLE 11, 3ECTION 6. -

;A!C2'I:
s-2
, .

.
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APPI1 DIX "B"

TO

CONTRACT No. ________________

l. MATERIAL SCHEculE:
FEED iiATERIAL

;

ENRICHED URANIUM OTHER IHAN

PRoouCT NATURAL URANIUM I
_

FISCAL

YEAR OF ASSAY IOTAL ASSAY IOTAL }
PRODUCT w/o URANIUM w/0 URANIUM SEPARATIVE *

DELIVERY U-235 Ka 4-235 KG WORK UNITS

1985 1.80 28,811 51,773
_.

2.20 28,811 74,965

1936 2.60 28,811 99,139

3.00 16,539 71,217
_

1987 3.10 12,271 55,539

3.40 16,539 85,854

1988 2.70 12,271 44,863

3.25 16,539 80,330
,

1989 2.65 12,271 43,550 ,

3.25 15,539 80,330

* SEPARATIVE WORK SUBJECT IO ALLowAaLE VARIATIONS CONTAINED IN

ARTICLE II, SECTION 5.

i

k
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CALCU!.ATION OF DEFERRAL CHARGES

DEFERRED

ADPENDix A ScsEDulE
PRESENT WORTH FACTOR

El XXH 111 ( ASjuMes Notice 7/1/79)

1981 250,000 8956

84091982 ---

1983 100,000 250,000 7896

74141984 100,000 ---

1985 100,000 100,000 6962

100,000 55371986 ---

100,000 51381987 ---

PRESENT WORTH FACTOR FOR FY-1981:

1/(1 + .065)l 7507 = 89501/(1 + 1)N =

PRESENT VALUE OF APPENDIX A SCHEDULE:

100,000( .7896 . 7414 + .6962)] = 446,626 SWUPA = !250,000( 8956) +

PRESENT VALUE OF DEFERRED $CHEDULE:

100,000(.6962 + .6537 + .6138)] = 393,772 SWEPD = [250,000(.7896) +

SCHEDULE ADJUSTMENT CHARGE:

SAC = (PA - PD) x $75 00/SWU = $3,964,050

S&%':u.
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CUSTOMER NOTICES

REQUIRED EVERY JULY UNDER

AFC CONTRACT
-

(EQUILIBRIUM SITUATION)

e FlRM-UP 4TH FolloWING ISCAt-YEAR WITHIN IHE 10% VARI ATioN
L

ESTABLISHED PRECEDING YEAR. .

b

e CoNFi9M OR CHANGE FoR IHE STH FoLLowrNs FISCAL YEAR WITH A i=

VARIAT oN OF 110% WITHIN THE 120% VARIATION PREVIOUSLY

ESTA.- :SHED.

o SusMIT REQUIREMENTS FoR THE 6TH FottowtNo FISCAL YEAR WITH

120% VARIArroN.

o provide NEw ESTIMATES OF REQUIREMENTS FoR THE 7TH - llTH -

FoLLoWING FISCAL YEARS.

9 FRoVIDE ESTIMATES OF THE MONTH OF product WITHDRAWAL AND

McNTH' 0F FEED OELIVERIES FoR FoltowrNo 3 FIScAt YEARS.
.

o NOTIFY DOE OF ANY DELIVERY SCHEDULE SLIPPAGE FoR THE 2ND

FotLowr No FISCAL YEAR. p

e NOTIFY DOE OF TRANSACTION IAILS UNDER VTA0 FoR THE 2ND

Follow 1NG FISCAL YEAR.
.

e PRov!DE ESTIMATES OF THE IRANSACTioN IAILS ASSAYS UNDER VTA0

FoR THE 3RD - llTH FoLLowrNo FIScAt YEARS.

CO;M2d
;
c
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f10TICES REQUIRED

UNDER

AFC CONTRACT

DEADLINE

FOR FEED

315 DAY N0flCE PRODUCT ASSAY DELIVERY PRODUCT

(YEAR, MONTil, SHU) AND QUANTITY (90 DAYS) DEllVERY

DAYS BEFORE V, y y y
, ,

,
,

PRODUCT 360 300 A 180 120 60 0

DELIVERY

DOE RESPONSE

(2I10 DAYS)
{

.. :

t

i
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APPENDIX B

.

9-}.v3.4 ;pm*'
vaa


